that they were all operated from the electrical sources shown
in the photographic exhibits.  Mr. Sanders stated that he did
not physically check each motor, and that his determination
that the plant was not properly grounded could readily be
observed by opening the electrical boxes and visually observ-
ing the lack of a low impedance ground wire.

Mr. Sanders stated that the plant and the equipment is
primarily of steel construction anld that it normally operates
on 440 volts of power.  He believed that the lack of proper
grounding posed a hazard of electrical shock.  In the event
of an electrical short circuit in the plant wiring, there is
a potential for "live circuits."  in the event someone
touched the equipment or otherwise contacted it, he could
receive a shock.  The lack of proper grounding, the presence
of standing water, and the fact that the number 1 and 2
screens are always wet increased the potential shock hazards.

Mr. Sanders stated that the plant operator, as well as
two or three other employees, would be exposed to the hazard
of shock or electrocution.  He also stated that when the
plant was originally installed and wired, it was not wired
correctly.  He conceded that prior MSHA inspections did not
result in any prior violations for the lack of proper
grounding.

Mr. Sanders confirmed that the respondent did not origi-
nally install or wire the plant equipment, and it took over
the operation of the plant from a previous owner in March,
1984.  He also confirmed that it took him 15 to 30 minutes
during his inspection to detect the violation, and that the
respondent eventually corrected the condition by completely
rewiring the plant and installing ground wires on all equip-
ment and motors.  This was a major project, but he did not
know how much it cost to properly wire the plant.

Mr. Sanders stated that he issued Citation No. 22040701
because of the lack of proper grounding for the plant wiring.
He used no testing devices to support the violation, and
relied on his visual observations of the control boxes.

On cross-examinationf Mr. Sanders stated that the "other
equivalent protection" language provided for in section
56.12-25, could be the isolation of the electrical circuits.
Although wire insulation provided a measure of protection, he
did not believe that the use of such insulation in and of
itself could serve as "equivalent protection."

419ally failed to appear although he knew his
